Notes on Plotinus - Ennead Three, Seventh Tractate - On Eternity and Time 


3.7.1 The Problems Defining Eternity and Time 

In common language, we use the term Eternity to refer to everlasting or perpetual Existence. In 

contrast, we use the term Time to refer to the sphere of Becoming, process, flux, and all manner of 
things temporary. Within this casual context, these terms are understood in an intuitive sense. Yet when 
we try to define these terms with greater rigor, we become embarrassed by its difficulty. The opinions of 
ancient philosophers are difficult to interpret, and many people interpret their texts in different ways. 
Some of us are content to quote these ancient philosophers without explanation or analyses, satisfied in 
providing some answer to the question at all. Perhaps such people are even relieved to move on from 
the difficulties of this topic. 


Out of respect for the wisdom of the ancients, we must grant that some of them have hit upon the 
truth. Yet it is important for our own development to analyze the various theories, determine which 
ones are the most accurate, and outline a process by which we can be certain we have arrived at the 
truth. 


So, if we are to assert that there is a distinction between Eternity and Time, what do these terms really 
mean? Since Eternity is said to be the archetype for Time, we will begin or inquiry in analysis of Eternity. 
If we understand the Principle from which Time comes, then we can be sure to grasp Time as well. 
Perhaps we could also take the reverse path and say that to understand Time, if it truly is an image of 
Eternity, would bring us to an understanding of Eternity as well. 


3.7.2 Problems Defining Eternity 

How can we define Eternity? Is it the substance of Divine Intellect itself? After all, some hold that Time is 
the substance of the Sensible World (i.e. the Pythagoreans, according to Aristotle in Physics, Book 4). 
Further, we conceive of Eternity as grand and awesome. So too with Divine Intellect, to the point that it 
becomes impossible to discern which of the two (i.e. Eternity and Divine intellect) is more awesome. 


While it would be impossible to mistake either with The One itself, it is understandable how both could 
be confused for one another given their similar size and scope. Yet the fact of the matter is, all of Divine 
Intellect resides within Eternity. So, we can see that Eternity is ontologically antecedent among the two. 
As Plato writes, "the nature of the model (i.e. Form) is Eternal" (See Plato's Timaeus, 37D). This is meant 
to imply a distinction between the two, though Eternity encapsulates all of Divine Intellect and Nature. 
Their equivalent awesomeness does not permit us to misidentify one for the other. In fact, the 
awesomeness of one might be the source of awesomeness in the other. It can also be true that they 
both encapsulate all things. However, they do so differently. Intellect encapsulates things as distinct 
subsections, whereas Eternity encapsulates everything transcendently. 


If we identify Time with the flux of the Sensible World, then perhaps we can identify Eternity with the 
unchanging Rest of Divine Intellect. This answer raises the question as to whether or not Eternity is Rest 
in general, or Rest as pertains only to Divine Intellect. After all, something does not participate in itself. 
Eternity is not itself a thing which is Eternal. It is the thing which things that are Eternal participate in. 
So, if Eternity is Rest itself, then Rest cannot be a thing which is Eternal. Further, if Eternity is Rest, then 
how can we conceive of things which are in Eternal Movement? If Eternity is Rest, than anything in 
Movement Eternally would also be at Rest, which is an absurd contradiction. Finally, how can we 
reconcile Rest with the Perpetuity of Eternity? By this we don't mean the Perpetual Movement of Time, 
but the Perpetual Being of Divine Intellect. 


If we limit Eternity to the Rest of the Divine Intellectual sphere, then we remove everything outside of 
pure Divine Intellect from Eternity. Further, Eternity not only is at Rest, but participates in Unity. In 
addition, Eternity must be without physical extension, as this would make it identical with Time. Rest of 
any variety does not in of itself imply Unity or being unextended. Our answer is that Eternity participates 
in Rest on account of its participation in Unity. But they are not to be identified with one another. 


3.7.3 Eternity as Whole 

What then is Eternity, which grants Eternality and Perpetuity to Divine Intellect? To answer this 
question, we must first discern what this Perpetuity is and determine if it is distinct from Eternity. If they 
are distinct from one another, we ought to discern their relationship. 


The concept of Eternity itself implies a certain Unity, namely the Unity of the things which participate in 
Eternity. This is an example of a Unity which none the less is comprised of distinct subsections. These 
components are none other than the Real Beings as differentiated within Divine Intellect. Given then 
that Divine Intellect consists in many variant Real Beings, we can say that Real Being itself is the Essence 
which Unifies it. Thus, Real Being constitutes its substrate. Where we see Movement, we identify Life. 
When we consider everything as an undifferentiated transcendent whole, we arrive at ultimate Rest. 
Because it is all of the Real Beings at once, we can see that Divine Intellect is simultaneously the sphere 
of Differentiation, but also the sphere in which each Real Being derives its unique identity and thus 
Existence. 


If we assemble each of these components together into a single entity, they all constitute a single Life 
comprised of Difference and Perpetual Activity. Unique Identities which are never altered, undivided by 
any extension, and completely immutable. To know this is to know Eternity itself. It is permanent 
identity. It is all things simultaneously, as opposed to taken discursively. It is unchanging Existence. It 
never loses anything, nor does it ever acquire anything more. Eternity is not the substrate of Intellectual 
Existence itself, rather Eternity is discernable via Intellectual Existence. Being all things at once, Divine 
Intellect cannot be thought of in terms of future or past, merely unchanging present. It is not what has 
been or what will be, rather it simply is. After all, what could be added to it? How could it possibly 
fluctuate? 


Thus, all things for which it is impossible to say that it was or it will be can be said to possess Eternity. In 
turn, this shows us that Divine Intellect is simulations complete, whole, and unextended. This is what it 
means to be Eternal. 


3.7.4 The Nature of Eternity and the Real Beings 

We should be careful to note that Eternity is not something accidental or external with regards to Divine 
Intellect. The nature of Eternity is within Divine Intellect, comes from Divine Intellect, and is present 
with Divine Intellect everywhere. This is precisely the nature of all things within the Intellectual sphere. 
They are each within, from, and present with Intellect simultaneously. They must all exist together at 
once, as they all occupy the first rank in emanation. Like Beauty and Truth, Eternity also makes up the 
most primordial rank of Forms which apply to all other Forms. 


From this distinction, we can see that some Real Beings are participated in by all Real Beings, while 
others are not and only mediate a subsection of the whole. As always, the broader Forms are 
antecedent to the more specific Forms, just as the transcendent whole is antecedent to any of its 
differentiable subsections. 


For example, Truth is not contingent upon some agreement among different natures. Rather, it is the 
very Essence of all things which are True. The whole of the Truth must be true not only in the sense that 
it is all True things, but also in that it is completely lacking in any deficiency of truth. This rules out a past 
and future for the whole of the Truth, as that would imply that at one point it was deficient enough such 
that it was lacking something it would come to possess in the future. Yet how could it possibly be 
deficient? Like all Forms, it is completely impassible (See Notes on Plotinus, Ennead Three, Sixth 
Tractate), and if nothing can happen to it, then it cannot even be said to have a past or future. It was 
never going to be a certain way, nor will it ever be a certain way 


Contrast this with generated things of the Sensible World, if you remove what they will be, you 
effectively negate them entirely. For things of the Sensible World are in a constant process of acquiring 
Being. Should this process ever cease, so too will the generated thing cease to Be. For the Real Beings of 
the Intellectual sphere, if you add something that they will be, then you have effectively made them 
deficient and destroyed them in the true sense of their Nature. The Real Beings would not be 
consubstantial with Existence itself if their particular Existences were only in the future or the past. 


The Existence of generated things only extends from their generation through to their destruction. This 
is their Existence, such that reducing the Time until their destruction is to reduce their Existence as well. 
This holds true for the entirety of the Sensible World. Without a future to move towards, the sensible 
would cease to Be. So, the Sensible World proceeds forward in Time, and moves around ina circle as it 
seeks to extend its Existence. Incidentally, we have also arrived at the explanation for the circular 
movements of the Heavenly Realm. The Sensible World perpetually moves forward to secure its future. 


The first Beings have no experience of the future. They cannot look forward to anything. They are whole 
and possess all things in their domain simultaneously. The Essence of the Real Beings includes an 
impossibility for lacking anything. This in turn makes them incommensurable with any variety of Non- 
Being. The All must both be all things, while also never being anything non-existent. This is the meaning 
of Eternity (derived from the Geek term aeon, which comes from aei on, or always Being). 


3.7.5 Eternity as Divinity 

Imagine something we can grasp with our mind as being incapable of growth. For example, something 
which is complete, and cannot be thought of as complete if it were able to have anything added to it. 
After all, the ability to add more would imply a lack of whatever could be added, thus contradicting the 
completeness of this thing. Is this perpetual lack of room for addition in of itself enough to warrant the 
term Eternal? 


No, for something to be Eternal, it must also in its Essence be unable to fluctuate. There must be 
assurance that it will remain exactly the same regardless of when it is observed or thought about. For a 
truly Eternal thing, if we can focus our awareness on it and admire it without interruption, we would 
raise ourselves to Eternity as well. This would be to observe Eternity within something Eternal. 


We hold that to be Eternal is to be completely self-contained, immune to outside influence, and remain 
unchanged. Eternal things are completely impassible and unable to lose any of themselves. This is the 
source of their perpetuity. After all, to be perpetual is the Essential property of anything Eternal. Put 
another way, Eternity is the medium in which perpetuity manifests. We must conclude then, that 
Eternity is itself Divine. Upon investigation, we find that Eternity is found only within Divinity, and is also 


present throughout all of Divinity. Thus, Eternity and Divinity are one in the same. The Eternity of Divine 
Intellect itself can be thought of as Divinity manifesting and preserving itself. 


We should not be surprised to find multiplicity within Eternity. It becomes multiple due to its unlimited 
power. To be unlimited is to never be lacking or deficient, and so nothing of it is lost or expended. 
Eternity is thus the unlimited life of Divine Intellect. Being unlimited, it is without lack, and thus it must 
be Eternally whole and without flux. 


3.7.6 Difficulties in Terminology Relating to Eternity 

Things of an Eternal nature are everlastingly Beautiful. They derive directly from The One, and sit in 
compliant stillness with it harmoniously. As Plato wrote, this sphere of things is an Eternal Unity (see 
Plato's Timaeus, 37D). This passage emphasizes that its entirety focuses on harmonious Unity, and that 
it is without change. Both of these are due to the Eternal sphere’s presence directly following The One. 
The things which remain in the presence of The One in this way exemplify what Eternity means. 


For something to be Eternal, it must never be in a different state. Thus, Real Beings (which are Eternal) 
do not have any semblance of iteration. They are all encompassing concepts, which cannot be added to 
or subtracted from. Since Eternal things are the same irrespective of the passage of Time, their 
unchanging Being simply is. They always are what they are. This is Eternity. 


When we refer to these things as remaining unchanged forever and not varying at different points in 
Time, we are really misappropriating these words for the benefit of our own limited understanding of 
the subject. We should be careful not to fall into the trap of thinking that Eternal things are in a constant 
state of expansion. That would imply change and lack. They are what they are. Put another way, they 
are Essence itself. 


Some misguided thinkers took Essence to apply to generated objects as well, so they specified the 
perpetuity of Eternal things with words such as ‘always’. Yet there is no real difference between 
something that is what it is, versus something that always is what it is. Just as there is no difference 
between a Philosopher and a True Philosopher. There is no difference between Real Being, Everlasting 
Being, and Being. In all of these contexts, we must take note that words like 'True' and ‘always' are not 
necessary to imply the perpetuity and completeness of Eternal things. These words are implied already 
and are only included for the sake of clarity. 


Eternal things thus must contain no iteration, interval, require nothing external to themselves, and 
always be in possession of everything they encompass. Generated things of the Sensible World are 
always lacking. While a Body might contain all of the organs it needs to sustain the life of an Animated 
Body, it exists in Time and is lacking something. It lacks the events which have yet to occur for it. Even 
the points in Time it has previously experienced are lost to it afterwards. If we refer to such a Body as 
complete because it contains the organs needed for life, this sense of completeness is not 
interchangeable with the sense of completeness we speak of with regards to Eternity. 


Real Being, Time-independent, self-contained, unchanging, and everlasting are the concepts applicable 
to Eternity. The existence of all Eternal Real Beings are ontologically antecedent to any Temporal 
manifestations of it (i.e. generated sensible objects). They are incommensurable with conceptions of 
Quantity, as any Quantity would imply limit and division. Yet they remain Unified and everlasting. 


When Plato writes that the Demiurge was Good (see Plato's Timaeus, 29E), he means that the Idea of All 
itself was Good. This passage also implies that the transcendent Being of the Ideal realm is beyond the 
beginnings found within the world of Becoming. Further, since the Sensible World derives from the Ideal 
realm (i.e. Divine Intellect), we can also see that the Sensible World has no beginning either. Yet even 
Plato is critical of his own analogies (see Plato's Timaeus, 37E). We must exercise caution in applying the 
terminology of our experience to Eternity itself. 


3.7.7 Understanding Time from Eternity 

Given this understanding of Eternity, we must answer for whether it is something we can know of 
directly, or something alien to our experience that we can only infer about. Yet how could it be 
completely alien to our Nature? Given that we have can possess some understanding of Eternity, we 
must have some point of contact with it. Put another way, we must participate in Eternity in some 
manner. 


In what way could a Temporal Being of the Sensible World (e.g. us) share in some part of Eternity? The 
answer to this question Rests on the ultimate distinction between Eternity and Time. Thus, we must 
investigate Time in addition to our analysis of Eternity. We have been investigating upwards from 
Temporal Being to Eternity. Now we must descend from Eternity to Time to understand how Time is an 
emanation from Eternity. 


If the Wise Sages of ages past had not provided us with any insight into Time, we would be forced to 
manually trace the descendants of the Ideal Form of Eternity itself until we arrive at our desired 
emanation (i.e. Time). Yet given that we have the privilege of studying answers given by previous 
thinkers, we are best off starting with an overview of their positions. 


All theories of Time fall into one of three categories: 


1. Theories which equate Time with Movement itself 
2. Theories which hold that Time itself is an object in Movement 
3. Theories which hold that Time is a variety of Movement, but not all Movement 


None of these theories hold that Time is at Rest. Indeed, things are never identical from moment to 
moment in Time. 


For those who hold that Time is Movement itself, some hold that it is all varieties of Movement, while 
others hold that it is merely the Movement of the Sensible World. Those who hold that Time is an object 
in Movement seem to take it as the Movement of the entire sensible universe. Among those who argue 
that it is a part of Movement, some argue that it is a particular interval of Movement while others argue 
that it is merely a Measurement of Movement. Others still hold that Time is not Movement itself, but 
something which accompanies Movement. Even they are split on whether or not Time accompanies all 
Movement, or just certain types. 


3.7.8 Arguments Against Stoic Doctrines of Time as Movement 

The Stoics posit that Time is movement. This cannot be so. Time cannot be all Movement in sum, or the 
Movement of an individual object. Since all Movement takes place within Time, Time must be 
antecedent to Movement itself. Even if we could conceive of some type of Movement which occurs 
outside of Time, such a concept would be even further removed from Time and add to the argument 


that they are not synonymous. Put succinctly, Movement must be distinct from the Medium in which it 
occurs. If that is not decisive enough already, consider that Movement can cease, but Time cannot. 


Objectors will note that the universe never ceases to Move, and that thus the Movement of the universe 
itself can be considered the same as Time. If by this Movement our objectors mean the circular 
movements of the Heavenly Realm, then we respond that even the completion of one Heavenly circuit 
has a specific duration within Time. In half of that duration (i.e. half of one year), the universe can only 
ever move half of a circuit. In twice that duration, the universe can only ever have moved two full 
circuits. Both a half rotation and full rotation are Movements that the universe makes, yet they occur in 
different Times, proving that Time is not merely the Movement of the universe. Finally, note that that 
furthest planets in the solar system must move the quickest. For the furthest planets, the Time it takes 
to cover a certain difference is much lower than nearer planets. Thus, the Movement of each planet is 
different within the same span of Time, proving again that they are not synonymous. Some 
Pythagoreans held that Time was the moveable portion of universe itself. This also cannot be the case 
given that we have shown Time is not the Movement of the universe. 


If Time is not Movement itself, is it possibly just a part of Movement? Zeno takes this position, and 
identifies Time with the interval portion of Movement. Yet all Movements do not have the same 
interval. Even similar movements can occur over different intervals depending on how swiftly they are 
executed. For example, image a fast kick versus a slow kick. It is conceivable that we might take Time to 
be a third interval. In this case, Time would be the interval by which other intervals are Measured. Yet 
which of the infinite potential intervals do we award with the title of Time? Time cannot be the interval 
of a particular Movement, as the interval varies from Movement to Movement. This would entail a 
different Time for each particular Movement. Even the Movement of the entire universe occurs within a 
particular interval, meaning that Time cannot be this particular interval either. 


With regards to the Movement of the universe itself, it must be some definite Quantity. This movement 
can be understood in terms of spatial extension, and if understood in this context, this Movement will 
be equivalent to the amount of space that the universe Moves through (i.e. distance). Still, this 
conception is only an account of Extension (i.e. space), and does not permit us to equate Time with 
Movement. 


Alternatively, the Movement of the universe can be understood in terms of an interval of continuity. The 
Movement of the universe continues indefinitely. Yet this continuity is nothing more than multiple 
points of Movement taken in sum. Put another way, it is merely the Magnitude of the Movement. This 
conception of continuous Movement is not Time, but merely an extrapolation of Movement over 
iteration. Increasing the Magnitude of Movement brings us no closer to Time than increasing the 
Magnitude of Heat. This increase only brings additional Quantity. Counting moments is like counting 
waves of water as they pass by. You can arrive at numeric interval, counting the first, second, and third 
waves. As the waves pass by, the Magnitude of the interval increases. However, successive Interval in of 
itself does not entail Time. These intervals of Movement all occur within Time, and therefore cannot 
produce Time. Otherwise, Time would only exist within Movement. As if Time were not everywhere! In 
reality, Movement exists within Time. To say that Time only exists within Movement is to equate Time 
with Movement itself. 


We must also account for instantaneous Movement. What is to differentiate instantaneous Movement 
from non-instantaneous Movement? Of course, it is the Time in which the Movement takes place. Thus, 
Movement and its extended interval are not Time. They are within Time, and thus cannot be Time itself. 


What if someone were to define Time as the interval of Movement? By this they don’t mean the 
Magnitude of Movement, but the metric by which we can take note of the Movement’s pace. This 
explanation leaves all details of what this metric is unaccounted for. This reduces to the question of 
what medium Movement occurs in. It is this medium for Movement which is the Time that we seek to 
define. What is this Time Time in Essence? People who propose that Time is the interval of Movement 
are guilty of recursion. They may as well say that Time is a Measurement of Movement over Time. 
Clearly this recursive and offers no insight. 


What could this conception of Time be in Essence, apart from the interval of Movement we associate 
with it? Further, this definition only accounts for the Time which coincides with Movement. What about 
the Time which coincides with something at Rest? A true conception of Time must account for the same 
amount of Time passing for objects which are in Movement as those which are at Rest. This fact alone is 
evidence that Time is something distinct from both Movement and Rest. 


So, what is Time? What is its ontological rank? It cannot be space itself, as that is also distinct from Time. 


3.7.9 Arguments Against Aristotelian Doctrines of Time as a Number 
Aristotle taught that Time was a number derived from measuring Movement. This is at least a plausible 
hypothesis, as it links Time with the continuity of Movement. 


To begin with, the criticisms we levied against the conception of Time as an interval of Movement apply 
equally to Aristotle’s position. Before we asked, which Movement’s interval do we take as the standard 
for Time? Now we ask, which Movement are we measuring to produce the number we associate with 
Time? Furter, how could we assign a number to Movement which is inconsistent (e.g. starting and 
stopping at random intervals) or erratic (e.g. moving at different speeds at different points in Time)? 


What do we use as a standard by which to make these Measurements? Such a Measurement must be 
applicable with a Movement when it is done either slowly or quickly. It must be as neutral as Quantity 
itself. For example, the way that ten can apply to both horses and cows (i.e. they both can come in sets 
of ten). It must be universally applicable, like units of weight that can be applied to liquids, solids, and 
mixtures of both. 


The number derived from a Measurement of Movement tells us something about the sort of things that 
Time is a Measure of. Yet it says nothing about the Essence of Time itself. If we consider a set of ten 
horses, then subtract our conception of horses, we will have the number ten by itself and be no closer to 
understanding the Essence of a horse. If the number derived from a Measurement of Movement can 
exist independently of Time, then it follows that Time has an Essence independent from any number. 


Further, if Time is a number, what is there to differentiate it from any other number? Even if Time is 
conceived as a continuous Measurement, it will have a value. It will end up being an increment (i.e. 
Magnitude) by which other increments are Measured, such as a cubit or meter. Yet we have the 
problem of deciding which specific interval we assign as standard. If we assign any particular interval, it 
seems as though we might have used any other instead. Is a day twenty four hours, or is an hour one 
twenty-fourth of a day? It is more apt to associate a Measurement with the thing being Measured. In 
this case, it is more apt to associate the Measurement of a particular Movement with said particular 
Movement. Another issue is that the conception of Time as a number only implies continuous 
Movement for the extant and duration of the Movement being Measured. It provides no justification for 
the continuity of Time by itself. Ultimately, the Measure of a Movement is best understood as belonging 
to the Movement itself. 


If Time is a number derived from measuring Movement, then what is being Measured? It could only be 
the spatial extension (i.e. the Magnitude or distance) of the Movement. Further, it would be Measured 
in relation to a reference Magnitude. So, which Magnitude is Time? Is it the Magnitude of the 
Movement, or the Magnitude being used as reference? Perhaps it is a third entity which is using the 
refence Magnitude to Measure the spatial extension of the Movement. Yet in any of the above cases, 
we inherit the assumption that Movement is regular and uniform. It would be nearly impossible to 
Measure Time from a Movement that was intermittent or irregular. 


Let us fora moment suppose hypothetically that Time really is a number derived from measuring 
Movement. If Movement is something that can be Measured, then this Measurement must be 
something distinct and external from the Movement itself. In this case, Movement is Measured in terms 
of its spatial extension or Magnitude. Yet Magnitude also must be Measured by something distinct from 
itself. In this case, it is Measured by a number. Thus, this hypothesis reduces Time to a numeric value 
which happens to coincide with Movement, not the spatial extension of the Movement itself. What is 
this number? Is it even a whole number? Even supposing we could arrive at such a number, we would 
ultimately only have a Measure of an interval of Time. This is not Time itself. It is meaningless to talk 
about the Measure of an interval of Time without establishing a unit of Measurement for reference first. 


This hypothesis proposes that Time is a number accidental to Movement. It is a Quantity, like the 
number of horses or cows ina herd. Yet this hypothesis says nothing about what it is that the number is 
Quantifying. Nevertheless, if the thing being Quantified is distinct from its Quantity, then the thing being 
Quantified has an Essence and Nature of its own. 


Perhaps our opponents will reply that Time is the Quantity of successive Moments, marking an unending 
sequence of before and after. Yet once again, this explanation lacks a description of how this 
Measurement takes place. Who or what is counting from which perspective? Whatever this 
Measurement may be, whatever it is measuring the succession of moments is surely measuring Time. 
Thus, any number deriving from this Measurement is derived from a direct contact with Time. Further, it 
also must have direct contact with Movement in order to Measure Movement. 


Before and after can be understood in two contexts. They can be understood spatially, such as the 
location of an athlete in a stadium before the event, versus the location of this athlete in the stadium 
after the event ends. Before and after can also be understood purely in terms of Time. Before and after 
also implicitly reference the present moment. Before implies before the current moment, and after 
implies after the current moment. This conception of Time as before, now, and after is void of any 
reference to number. This further proves that Time is not merely a number derived from a 
Measurement of Movement, whether we Measure Movement in general or a particular Movement. 


Further, can we really derive Time from the succession of numbers alone? A number could easily be 
related to the unit of Measurement, or the Quantity of these units of Measurement. What if it is the 
same number for both? Isn’t Movement, characterized by before and after, sufficient for Time without 
reference to number? To argue that Time requires a number in Essence would be as foolish as saying 
that the concept of Magnitude requires a number in Essence. Clearly both concepts (i.e. Time and 
Magnitude) have Essential Properties which need no reference to number. 


Further, if Time is infinite, how can we assign a number to it? If we are to Measure a section of Time in 
order to assign it a number, then we must concede that Time must have already existed without an 
associated number for us to Measure it in the first place. 


Time can exist even without anyone to witness it (i.e. a Soul). The only way to deny this would be to 
claim that Time is an emanation from Soul, and that it is contingent upon it. Yet there is no inherent 


need of Time for it to be Measured. After all, an object is the size that it is, whether or not anyone 
Measures it. 


Suppose that Soul is the Measurer, and that it uses Magnitude as its standard of Measurement. What 
would the implications be for Time? 


3.7.10 Closing Arguments on Incorrect Theories of Time 

Epicurus teaches that Time is a consequence of Movement. Yet this tells us nothing about what Time 
actually is. We first require an explanation of what is meant by the phrase consequence of Movement. 
Further if this thing coincides with Movement, it must come into Being before the Movement, during 
the Movement, or after the Movement. Each of these three options are Temporal statements. This 
means that the consequence of Movement is within Time. Thus, to Epicurus Time is defined as the 
consequence of Movement within Time. Of course, this is a nonsensical recursive definition. 


We have now spent enough Time discussing various instances of what Time is not. Now let us focus on 
the task at hand, which is getting to what Time actually is. To spend more Time on the opinions of past 
thinkers is a lesson for history, not philosophy. We have given the major theories enough Time to form a 
solid foundation. The arguments already offered in this discussion are sufficient to disprove anyone who 
thinks that Time is the Measure of the Movement of the Universe. Especially given our discussion on the 
Measure of particular Movements. All of the arguments apply equally to theories which hold Time as the 
Movement of All and the Movement of particular things. 


Now we can discuss what Time actually is. 


3.7.11 Time as Life of the Soul, Eternity as Life of Divine Intellect 

To begin with our discussion on what Time actually is, let us first reiterate our conclusions about 
Eternity. Eternity is unchanging, impassible, simultaneous, unlimited, at Rest, and unified. Time itself is 
not included as a component of the Essence of Eternity. Yet we will derive Time as a consequence of the 
expression of the Intellectual Principles of Eternity. 


How does Time emanate from the Eternal Rest of Divine Intellect? Unfortunately for us, no one was 
around to witness it, so we cannot ask anyone how it happened. Since only Time was present for its 
emanation, we must find our answer within Time itself. If we could ask Time about its descent, it might 
have answered like this. 


The Ideal Form of Time itself existed at Rest within Divine Intellect in Eternity. Yet it was not yet 
Actualized. There was still no before and after. Yet among these intellectual Principles, was a Principle 
which sough self-actualization (i.e. Soul). It sought to experience more than the Eternal present of its 
own Essence. When this self-actualizing principle Moved itself, it sought individuated variety and moved 
successively from Idea to Idea. Time was in an instant Actualized. Time has recorded the cascading 
moments of Before and After for this self-actualizing principle since it first Moved. Since Soul rejects the 
Rest of Eternity itself, it rejects experiencing everything simultaneously. Thus, Time records a successive 
movement through the individual Beings within Eternity one at a Time. In doing so, Time is said to 
produce an Image of Eternity. 


As Soul unfurls itself through the various Real Beings of Divine Intellect, at some point it may think it has 
come across something very large. Yet the irony is that it can only bear witness to what it deems to be 
large by divorcing it from the unity of everything else. In seeking something large, it has only found 
something smaller than what it experienced while at Rest. Soul generates the Sensible World in the 


image of Divine Intellect in the hopes of experiencing it again. Having left Eternity behind, Soul can only 
offer the Sensible World unlimited Time. The best Soul can do to mimic an image of Eternal Rest is 
produce a world of ever-proceeding Time. 


In doing so, Soul has enslaved everything that it generates within Time. Everything which is generated 
cannot express the entirety of itself at once, and so each phase gets expressed in successive iteration. 
Thus, the entirety of the Sensible World exists within Soul's Time. Since there is nowhere else with Time, 
and since Space and Movement can only occur in iteration within Time, they are within Soul also. Time, 
Space, and Movement all are contained within Universal Soul (i.e. the All Soul or Soul of All). 


Soul's Life consists in constant Movement to new Ideas. At these early phases of Soul, discursive 
differentiation is not in effect. Unable to focus on one thing at a Time, Soul generates all things that it 
can. Yet Soul unable to produce all phases of all things at once (this would be the Eternity of Divine 
Intellect). Thus, it is limited to generating only one phase of each thing at any moment in Time. Due to 
sequence, Soul's Life is never the same as it was before. Each new, novel, experience is a new moment 
in Time. Previous experiences become the past. 


Time is thus the Life of the Soul as it moves from once sequence in its experiences to another. Eternity is 
the Life of those things which are impassible and at Rest (i.e. Divine Intellect). Thus is illuminated the 
relationship between Eternity and Time. Time is a sequential succession of All of the phases of All of 
individuated Beings in the Intellectual sphere. So, for each generated thing, there must exist its 
counterpart within Divine Intellect. The same Life is present both within Intellect and Soul. In Eternity 
we have unity, stillness, and impassivity. In Time we have individuation, Movement, and discord. In 
Eternity, we have unlimited Being. In Time, we have unending progression. In Eternity we have the 
whole. In Time, we have but a part. 


Yet the parts of Time are representations of Eternity. The Life of the Soul imitates the Life of Divine 
Intellect. We must take note that just as Eternity is not external to Divine Intellect, Time is not external 
to Soul. Eternity and Time are not mere accompaniments to Intellect and Soul. Time is a part of Soul, 
and Eternity is a part of Intellect. 


3.7.12 Time and the Experiences of the Sensible World 

We have arrived at the Nature of Time. It is a Quantitate interval which Measures the Life of Soul. Time 
moves forward continuously without interruption or variation in speed. Its primary Act is unending 
sequence. Time is unstoppable due to the unending Activity of Soul which it belongs to. But what if we 
could stop Soul in Act? 


Soul would remain at Rest, and Time would cease its Actualization. All that would be left is Eternity. All 
events would exist in Unity and simultaneity. There would be no before or after. There would be no 
distinction between the long lasting and the short lived. What could Soul achieve without Time, except 
for silent repose in its own Intellectual Essence? Soul couldn't even be said to experience Eternity, as it 
would be unable to witness it from the outside. 


The Sensible World itself would not exist. The objects of the Sensible World are generated copies of the 
Real Beings, not the primary Beings themselves. All of the Sensible World exists and operates within 
Time. In fact, even if the Sensible World were itself at Rest, but still under the active guidance of Soul, 
Time would continue uninterrupted and track the interval that the Sensible World remained at Rest. 


However, if Soul were to cease its Activity and remain only in its Intellectual Essence, Time and the 
Sensible World would cease along with it. 


Thus, Time and the Sensible World are connascent. Soul must generate them both at once. When Plato 
writes that the stars preserve the numbers of Time (see Plato's Timaeus, 38C), he does not mean that 
they each have their own Time. He means that their Movements are a clear Measure of their relative 
speeds, which can be used to deduce Time (See Plato's Timaeus, 39b). Yet since Time is not something 
which can be grasped by the senses, it is impossible for Soul to accurately track Time internally. For this 
reason, Plato writes that the Demiurge produced the Dualistic cycle of Night and Day. This initial Duality 
forms the bases for all Quantity and Number (See Plato's Timaeus, 39b). 


Since the Day and Night cycles are uniform in interval, Soul is able use them to Measure other things. 
Yet it is important to note that Time is not a Measurement. Time is rather that which is Measured. How 
could a Measurement Measure itself? The statement that Time is a Measure of Time tells us nothing 
about Time in of itself. Time does not exist to be used as a Measurement. The fact that we can Measure 
the Movement of things in terms of Time is almost accidental, as Time serves other purposes in Essence. 
It just consequently happens to also provide an indication by which we can judge Movement. 


When we Quantify Movements (such as the number of Times the Sun rises and sets), we conceive that a 
certain Quantity of Time has passed (i.e. some number of days). In a way, then, we can experience and 
bear witness to the passage of Time by measuring its after-affects. We experience it circumstantially, 
not directly. Thus, we track Time by the Movements of the Heavenly Bodies, though Time is not their 
Movement itself. Movement is always Measured in relative terms. For example, noting that one can 
travel a certain distance by the Time the Sun has risen and set once. This is the source of confusion for 
those who conflate Time with Measurement. It is exactly the same type of mistake as confusing 
Magnitude itself for a cubit or meter. 


We can experience Time in the same way that we experience Spatial extension. We understand space in 
terms of the amount of space a Movement passes through. We understand Time in terms of the 
duration of a Movement. 


3.7.13 Universal Time From Universal Soul 

The Heavenly Circuit (i.e. the movements of the stars and planets) occurs within Time, and thus serves 
as an indicator of it. Yet Time cannot be thought of as being within something else. We must correctly 
understand Time in of itself in Essence. All Movement and Rest exists within its sphere. It provides order 
and sequence to the things within it, but it is not a product of any ordered thing within it (e.g. an object 
in Movement). 


We can detect Time in a Moving thing more readily than in something at Rest, as it is easier for us to tell 
how far something has Moved as opposed to how long something has remained at Rest. For this reason, 
Time has been called a Measurement of Movement (by Aristotle and the Peripatetics). In reality, this 
Movement only serves to indicate Time for us. Time has an Essence all of its own, which is not depended 
on anything external to it. To confuse Time for a Measurement of Movement is to get the causal order 
backwards, and mistake things which merely coincide with one another as being the same thing. It is 
possible that the authors who present Time as a Measurement of Movement did not really mean to 
equate them. Yet if this is the case, then they are guilty of misleading us. They plainly use the term 
Measure in the same way as it is used in common speech. Perhaps they had an esoteric interpretation of 


the term Measure which was only known to their inner circle of disciples. Nevertheless, we are 
concerned with the thing being Measured (i.e. Time itself), not the Measurement in of itself. 


Plato teaches us that Time is its own Essence which neither Measures anything nor is it the Measure of 
anything else. Rather, the Movements within the Heavenly Circuit are a means for us to comprehend 
Time. A full circuit (i.e. year) indicates to us that a specific interval of Time has passed by (see Plato's 
Timaeus, 39b). Plato also teaches us that Time and the Heavens came into Being simultaneously, 
emphasizing the distinct Essence of Time in of itself. He tells us that Time is an image of Eternity, and 
that Time's constant Movement forwards is its best effort to imitate Eternity (see Plato's Timaeus, 38B- 
C). Plato references Time and the Heavens as simultaneous, as they constitute the same Life (i.e. within 
Soul). Although this is not actually possible, if the Life of Soul were to revert and return to pure Unity, 
then both Time and the Sensible World would cease at once. 


We reject the absurd theory that Time consists in the before and after of the Sensible World. In reality, 
it belongs to Soul. Soul is the true benchmark for earlier and later. To attribute the Sensible World as 
Real and benchmark would be to strip Soul of is function. Soul's Movement is the most primordial 
source of before and after. This is because Soul is the unmoved mover. As Soul is the source of all 
manifestations of Potential to Actual, it is the source of before and after. The objects of the Sensible 
World have a temporal sequence, but this is something which they derive from Soul. Soul puts these 
objects into Movement, and is thus also responsible for the consequences of the Movements of all 
sensible objects. 


The Movements of sensible objects is said to occur within Soul, and thus are subject to Time. Why then 
are the Movements of Soul itself not within Time? It is because Eternity is what is ontologically 
antecedent to Soul. Eternity of course remains at Rest, regardless of whatever Movements Soul 
engenders. Time only comes into Being within the Sphere of Soul. Soul generates Time via its 
characteristic acts. Why do we say that Time is omnipresent within the Sensible World? It is because 
Soul animates the entirety of the Sensible World, just as a particular Soul animates the entirety of an 
animal and is omnipresent within the animal. 


Some objectors will say that Time is not a Real Being. They would be forced to admit that they have lied 
whenever they have spoken of something that was or will be. How can anything have a past or future 
without a Time in which for them to exist? Yet this school of thought demands additional arguments. 


Consider a person walking forwards a certain distance. We can Measure how far they travel in terms of 
distance, and thus Quantify the Movement. There is also the Quantity of Movement that exists in the 
Soul of the person walking. Put another way, there is the potential for Movement within the Soul of a 
person, and it ultimately is the cause of any physical Movement. It is right to call this a Quantity while 
within the Soul, as it will produce a certain Quantity of Movement (i.e. the movement will be of a 
Quantifiable length in spatial extension) and the movement will occur for a specific interval of Time. 
Then, Soul produces the Movement and Time uniformly as it acts. 


If we attribute the Movement of Bodies to Movement of the Soul, what do we attribute Movement of 
the Soul to? Whatever we want to call the Principle of Movement of the Soul, it is itself unextended and 
without interval. Thus, Movement of the Soul is the initial Movement (i.e. Soul is the unmoved mover), 
and it is the source of all Movement thereafter. Just as the Soul of a particular Human is the source of all 
of a particular person's Movement, so too is the Soul of All the source of all Movement in the Sensible 
World. 


Is there a Time within the Human Soul? Since the Human Soul is a part of the Soul of All, Time is present 
in it as well. This is why Time is not fragmented, but shared for all sensible objects. Time is present to all 
of the objects of the Sensible World, just as Eternity is present to all of the objects of Divinity. 


